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Abstract

In this paper, we propose a pre-trained foundation model FMint (Foundation
Model based on Initialization), designed to speed up large-scale simulations of
various differential equations with high accuracy via error correction. Human-
designed simulation algorithms excel at capturing the fundamental physics of
engineering problems, but often need to balance the trade-off between accuracy
and efficiency. While deep learning methods offer innovative solutions across
numerous scientific fields, they frequently fall short in domain-specific knowledge.
FMint bridges these gaps through conditioning on the initial coarse solutions
obtained from conventional human-designed algorithms, and trained to obtain
refined solutions for various differential equations. Based on the backbone of large
language models, we adapt the in-context learning scheme to learn a universal
error correction method for dynamical systems from given prompted sequences of
coarse solutions. The model is pre-trained on a corpus of 600K ordinary differential
equations (ODEs), and we conduct extensive experiments on both in-distribution
and out-of-distribution tasks. FMint outperforms various baselines on large-scale
simulation, and demonstrates its capability in generalization to unseen ODEs. Our
approach achieves an accuracy improvement of 1 to 2 orders of magnitude over
state-of-the-art dynamical system simulators, and delivers a 5X speedup compared
to traditional numerical algorithms.

1 Introduction

Dynamical systems characterize the evolution of physical states over time. They are fundamental in
describing the change of physical states across a wide range of disciplines, including physics [1, 2, 3],
chemistry [4, 5], engineering [6, 7, 8], and finance [9, 10]. Typically, these systems are formulated as
systems of ordinary differential equations (ODEs):

du(t)

dt
= f [u(t)], u(0) = c0, (1)

where c0 denotes the initial condition of the system. To solve these systems numerically, one usually
employs a human-designed numerical integration algorithm such as Euler method or Runge-Kutta
methods. These methods can be adapted easily to solve different types of ODEs that share the same
format with guaranteed accuracy. The implementation is given as

un+1 = un + S(f ,un,∆tn), u0 = c0, n = 0, 1, · · · , (2)
∗Equal contribution.
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where S represents the numerical integration scheme, ∆tn is the step size at n-th time step, and
un ∈ Rn is the approximated solution at cumulative time

∑n
i=0 ∆ti.

One obstacle of these human-designed algorithm is the trade-off between accuracy and efficiency. This
makes the large-scale simulation using these numerical schemes impossible. Large-scale simulation
often entails the simulation of numerous trajectories, each characterized by distinct initial conditions.
In fact, in many real-world scenarios, high-volume simulation that produces forecasts on a set of initial
conditions simultaneously plays a significant role in various applications. For example, simulations
of virus propagation during an epidemic given different circumstances are necessary for formulating
health regulations; weather forecasting uses ensemble forecasting to avoid misleading single forecast
[11]. In these scenarios, it is practical to standardize the time step ∆t := ∆t1 = ∆t2 = · · · across
simulations, facilitating batch processing. Yet, this standardization introduces a trade-off between
accuracy and efficiency: a larger time step speeds up the simulation at the cost of increased simulation
error, while a smaller time step reduces the error but slows down the simulation. Therefore, the long
runtime makes these traditional algorithms unsuitable for wide range simulations in many practical
situations.

Recently, deep learning methods have demonstrated remarkable success across various scientific
domains, including solving partial differential equations (PDEs) [12], learning operators [13], and
addressing inverse problems [14, 15, 16]. Data-driven algorithms utilize large data sets and are
able to compute the desired quantities efficiently with high precision. However, they typically
underperform in data-scarce environments and may lack essential domain knowledge. In an effort
to facilitate fast simulations using neural network, Huang et al.[11] introduced NeurVec, which
is designed to compensate for integration errors that enables large time step simulation with high
accuracy. Nevertheless, it faces the same obstacle as many machine learning-based solvers that for
each ODE system, a separate model must be trained from scratch. It therefore demands high data
and computational complexity, and cannot accommodate out-of-distribution systems, restricting its
applicability in real-world simulations.

With the success of large language models such as GPT-4 [17] on numerous natural language
processing (NLP) tasks, the scientific computing community has increasingly focused on developing
a unified model that can be applied across various systems, especially in solving partial differential
equations (PDEs) and learning neural operators [18, 13, 19, 20, 21]. For more details, please see
Section 2. One particular area of focus for the community is the utilization of in-context learning.
Yang et al. [22, 23, 24] introduced the framework of in-context operator learning, which trains the
model to learn operators and solve PDEs using prompted data. It demonstrated great generalizability
to new PDE examples without any weight updates.

Inspired by the achievement of foundation models in scientific machine learning community, and
to address the trade-off between accuracy and computational efficiency of conventional numerical
scheme, we introduce FMint for Foundation Model based on Initialization, a pre-trained foundation
model designed to speed up large-scale simulations of dynamical systems with high accuracy via
error correction. Moreover, we integrate human expertise i.e., traditional ODE solvers into modern
data-driven methods. Using a decoder-only transformer architecture [25], we adapt the idea of
in-context learning to obtain refined solutions based on the initialization of coarse solutions that are
computed using human-designed integration method for various differential equations.

Concretely, a demo consists of the coarse solution simulated with large time step and the corresponding
error to the fine-grained solution using much smaller time step. FMint is then trained on demos
that are generated using the ODE equation but different initial conditions. With the errors for the
query sequences masked, the model learns a universal error correction method for prompted coarse
solutions. The model is pre-trained on 600,000 dynamical systems from six main ODE families. Our
experiments showcase that our model outperforms baselines in delivering rapid, high-accuracy ODE
solutions with 5X speedup in comparison to numerical integration schemes. We further demonstrate
the exceptional generalization capability and data-efficiency through a series of out-of-distribution
tasks.

Summary of contributions:
(1) Introduced a pre-trained foundation model FMint that synthesizes human-designed algorithms
and deep learning framework. Back-boned on the decoder-only transformer, we adapt in-context
learning to a universal error correction model for ODEs, enabling the fast and accurate large-scale
simulations of dynamical systems.
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(2) We obtained 10 to 100 times higher accuracy than state-of-the-art dynamical system simulators,
and 5X speedup compared to traditional numerical algorithms.
(3) We demonstrated remarkable generalization ability of our model through out-of-distribution
learning tasks. FMint outperform baselines on unseen non-autonomous systems, despite being trained
exclusively on autonomous systems.

2 Related Work

Neural network for dynamical systems. In recent years, neural network based solvers have been
increasingly applied to tackle scientific problems, such as solving ordinary or partial differential
equations (PDEs), operator learning, and inverse problems. One commonly employed framework pa-
rameterizes the PDE solutions with a feed-forward neural network [26, 27, 12, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33].
The results are enforced to obey the physical laws through either hard or soft constraints incorporated
into the network’s loss function. While enforcing physical laws through hard constraints guarantees
the compliance to the restriction, architecture design requires extensive domain knowledge. Soft con-
straints implementation enables more flexibility but still imposes physical knowledge in mathematical
form. Another framework, the Finite Expression Method (FEX), considers expressing PDE solutions
in computer algebra [34, 35, 36], capturing the solution’s structure and thus offering high accuracy
and interpretable results. Neural operator learning involves a mapping from varying parameters or
initial conditions to solutions using neural networks. This method achieves discretization invariance
by learning a family of parametric maps, allowing it to generalize across different parameters and
conditions of PDEs [13, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41]. Both FEX and neural operator learning demand large
amounts of high-quality training data and lack the generalization ability to unseen distribution.

Recently, another line of research has focused on integrating traditional numerical algorithms with
deep learning-based methods to enhance the accuracy of dynamical system simulations [42, 11]. For
example, NeurVec [11] employs this strategy to enable rapid simulation of ODEs with large time
steps. This approach achieved decent accuracy with relatively coarse integration steps on several
classic dynamical systems. However, its lack of generalization capability to out-of-distribution (OOD)
systems significantly restricts its practicality for large-scale real-world simulations.

Foundation model in scientific machine learning.

Recently, large language models such as GPT-4 [17], DALL-E [43], and Llama [44] have demon-
strated significant achievements in various domains [45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52], including
text-to-visual generation [53, 54], information retrieval [55], and text generation [56, 57]. These
models are characterized by their extensive pre-training on large datasets, then are adapted to down-
stream tasks through zero-shot or few-shot learning approaches, or can be fine-tuned [58, 59] to
tackle specific problems, showing impressive generalization and transfer learning capabilities.

Inspired by the breakthroughs, the scientific machine learning community has experienced a marked
increase in the adoption of foundation models over the past year. For instance, Subramanian et al.
[18] explored the transfer learning capabilities of the Fourier Neural Operator (FNO) [13]. It is
used to solve three classical PDEs and showed its applicability across various physics, scales, and
data availability in downstream tasks. The Unified PDE Solver (UPS) [19] extends this approach
by covering a broader range of 1D and 2D PDEs, employing a pre-trained large language model
for operator learning. In addition, McCabe et al. [20] introduced a method to embed PDEs with
varying physical properties into a shared embedding space, facilitating the simultaneous addressing
of multiple heterogeneous PDEs. Rahman et al. [21] on the other hand, proposed an attention
mechanism tailored to the codomain of PDEs, enhancing the model’s ability to handle PDEs with
varying dimensions.

Another burgeoning area within scientific machine learning focuses on leveraging in-context learn-
ing [60, 61, 62, 63, 64]. In this approach, models are prompted with multiple example pairs and
are trained to make predictions on a new query data based on patterns recognized from the training
demonstrations. A notable implementation of this is the In-context Operator Network (ICON), which
Yang et al. have explored in several studies [22, 23, 24]. ICON demonstrates operator learning
by using example pairs that vary in parameters of the PDE and their corresponding solutions, thus
enabling the network to predict solutions for new query data points. In this paper, we employ the
methodology of in-context learning and build a foundation model in enhancing simulation of ODE
systems via a error correction scheme.
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3 Methodology

In solving Equation (1) for large-scale simulations, we consider selecting a numerical integration
scheme that utilizes a large time step size. This can be written in stride k ∈ {1, 2, ...} and step size
∆t that results in desired accuracy, denoted as k∆t. For illustrative purposes, we consider the Euler
method, which yields the following numerical simulation scheme:

û(t+ k∆t) = û(t) + f [û(t)] · k∆t. (3)

However, solving the dynamical system (1) with numerical scheme (3) and large step size k∆t
unavoidably causes large simulation errors. From the Taylor expansion

u(t+ k∆t) = u(t) + f [u(t)] · k∆t︸ ︷︷ ︸
For Euler method

+

∞∑
n=2

1

n!

dn

dtn
u(t) · [k∆t]n︸ ︷︷ ︸

errn(k,∆t,u(t))

, (4)

we see that the error term
∑∞

n=2 errn(k,∆t,u(t)) is non-negligible and this limits the fast simulation
of real-world dynamical systems. We therefore consider building a corrector foundation model
that approximates

∑∞
n=2 errn for various dynamical systems. We call solutions obtained by vanilla

numerical integration schemes (3) with time step k∆t as “coarse solutions”. With coarse solutions as
an initialization, our goal is to produce highly accurate solution with fast inference time on a diverse
set of dynamical systems, i.e.,

ûk(n+1) = ûkn + S (f , ûkn, k∆t) + FMint (ûkn; Θ) , û0 = c0, n = 0, 1, · · · , (5)

where Θ represents all the model parameters.

Inspired by the success of large language models in various domains and the employment of in-context
learning with transformer in scientific computing [22], we designed our model using a decoder-only
transformer backbone [25]. The model is trained to perform in-context learning such that it predicts
the error correction term in examples based on previous demonstrations. The training is done in a
similar manner to the next-token-prediction scheme.

Input tokens. We construct FMint to learn the corrector from multiple demos from the same ODE
system, each consists of coarse solutions and their corresponding correction term. In details, for
i-th ODE equation, we first simulate using fine step size ∆t and obtain ODE {ui

j}knj=1 where ui
j

represents the fine-grained solution for i-th ODE system at time step j∆t. Then using coarse step
size k∆t, we generate ODE results {ûi

kj}nj=1 where we denote ûi
kj the coarse solution for i-th ODE

equation at time step kj∆t with predefined stride k. The corresponding error correction term for
each coarse solutions are computed from the difference

errûkj
= uk(j+1) − ûkj − S (f , ûkj , k∆t) . (6)

One pair of coarse solutions ûi = {ûi
kj}nj=1 and error term erri = {errûi

kj
} composes one demo.

The model takes a collection of demos of size d, a query data sequence ût and outputs an error
correction term errt for the query data{

{û1, err1}, {û2, err2}, . . . , {ûd, errd}, ût
}
→ errt. (7)

Table 1 shows an example of demo’s input tokens for a two-dimensional ODE system. Similarly to
[22], the first row key contains the time steps, i.e. t1 = k∆t, t2 = 2k∆t, ..., tn = nk∆t, which is
the same for both coarse solutions and error terms. The second and third rows consist of the coarse
solutions for both dimensions and their corresponding correction terms. For one-dimensional ODE
systems, the last rows are populated with zeros. Each column in the table represents one token.

Model architecture. During training, each token undergoes transformation through a shared em-
bedding layer to obtain a representative embedding vector. This vector is then concatenated with a
learnable positional embedding to maintain temporal context. To preserve order invariance among
key-value pairs e.g., see Table 1, all tokens of the same type within an example share the same posi-
tional encoding. The concatenated vectors are fed into the transformer model, and the transformer’s
output is subsequently directed to a prediction head for error prediction of the query coarse solution.
The model is then updated through the mean squared error of the prediction. The architecture of
FMint is shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: FMint first prepares data through simulations of coarse and fine solutions. The input tokens
are generated from coarse solutions and corrections (6). Model takes input tokens of demos and the
query ODE and output the predicted error terms for the query ODE.

A major challenge in training decoder-only transformer models is the implementation of masking.
Specifically, when predicting the error term for the query ODE, the model must consider the coarse
solutions and correction values from preceding examples, and coarse solutions from the query ODE
but not the ground truth error term. This requirement stems from the fact that all demonstration
examples pertain to the identical ODE, differing only in their initial conditions. Moreover, predictions
of QoI are independent and remain unaffected by the order of the tokens. To effectively manage these
constraints, we employ a specialized transformer masking technique employed by Yang et al. [24].
The mask satisfies all the constraints mentioned and has shown great efficiency in computational
science.

Table 1: Input tokens for a demo.
Coarse solution Error term

key 0 t1 . . . tn 0 t1 . . . tn

value û(0) û(t1) . . . û(tn) errû(0) errû(t1) . . . errû(tn)
v̂(0) v̂(t1) . . . v̂(tn) errv̂(0) errv̂(t1) . . . errv̂(tn)

4 Experiments

In this section, we demonstrate the effectiveness of FMint through a variety of in-distribution and
out-of-distribution tasks. We first compare FMint with various baselines on large-scale simulation
of ODE systems. Then we investigate the generalization ability for three circumstances under zero-
to few-shot or fine-tuning: (1) unseen ODE families, (2) unseen coefficients range, and (3) unseen
strides. Lastly, we perform ablation studies examining the effects of various design decisions in
FMint.

4.1 Basic set-up

Data preparation. The training data consists of 600K ODEs that are commonly observed in
important applications in engineering and science. To pre-train our foundation model, we initially
generate time series data from key dynamical systems that are prevalent across various applications.
For each specified ODE, we create 1,000 variations with different parameters, and for each variation,
we produce 100 trajectories with unique initial conditions. Consequently, our dataset comprises
trajectories of 100,000 ODEs for each dynamical system, differentiated by varying coefficients and
initial conditions. Our model is trained on data from six dynamical systems: Newton’s Law of
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Table 2: Parameter setup
Name k ∆t IC (1st dim) IC (2nd dim) Integration scheme

Law of cooling 10 0.05 (0, 80) N/A Euler
Lotka-Volterra 200 0.005 (10, 20) (2, 10) RK4
Damped Osci. 100 0.001 (−2.0, 2.0) (−0.1, 0.1) RK4

Fitzhugh Nagumo 100 0.005 (−1.0, 1.0) (−0.5, 0.5) RK4
Falling object 20 0.01 (0, 100) (0, 2) RK4

Pendulum gravity 20 0.01 (0, π
4 ) (−π

4 ,
π
4 ) RK4

Exponential decay 10 0.05 (100, 200) N/A Euler
Driven damped pendulum 20 0.01 (−π

4 ,
π
4 ) (−0.5, 0.5) RK4

Cooling (1D), Lotka-Volterra system (2D), damped harmonic oscillator (2D), FitzHugh-Nagumo
(2D), falling object (2D), damped pendulum under gravity (2D).

To test our model’s performance and data-efficiency on unseen ODEs via zero-shot learning and
fine-tuning, we use data prepared from the two dynamical systems: exponential decay equation (1D)
and driven damped pendulum (2D).

For all ODE systems, the time step size ∆t, the value of strides k, the range of initial conditions (IC),
and the numerical integration scheme used for simulations are summarized in Table 2. For more
details on the physical representations of parameters in each ODE system, see Appendix A.1.

Implementation details. As a decoder-only transformer model, FMint is configured with approx-
imately 15.8 million parameters. The model features six heads for multi-head attention, with an
input/output dimension of 256 for each layer. Demo number for training used is five. The dimension
for the query, key, and value of each token is set to 256, and the hidden dimension of the feed-forward
networks is 1024. All experiments are conducted on a NVIDIA A100 GPU with 80 GB of memory
and the pre-training takes approximately 24 hours. We use AdamW optimizer with a warmup-cosine-
decay schedule, with peak learning rate 1e-4 and 60 training epochs. The Adam β1 and Adam β2 are
0.9 and 0.999, respectively and the weight decay is set to be 1e-4.

Baselines and tasks. For the task of ODE simulations, we first compute FMint’s improvement of
the initialization of coarse solutions. Then we compare against three baselines: Neural ODE [65],
NeurVec [11], and In-Context Operator Networks (ICON-LM) [24]. Neural ODEs model continuous-
time dynamics by parameterizing the derivative of the hidden state with a neural network. This
approach turns the forward pass into solving an initial value problem, offering a memory-efficient way
to capture temporal patterns in data. NeurVec is a deep learning-based corrector aimed to compensate
for integration errors and enable larger time step sizes in simulations. Based on the decoder-only
transformer architecture, ICON-LM uses in-context learning for operator learning. Since the problem
setting in ICON-LM is different from ours, we adapt our inputs tokens to their format with initial
values as conditions and fine-grained ODEs as QoIs. ICON-LM is a multi-task model trained on a
large collection of examples while both Neural ODE and NeurVec fit one neural network per example.
The configuration and training details of Neural ODE and NeurVec are provided in the Appendix
A.2,A.3.

Evaluation metrics. We use the mean relative errors (MRE) and root mean square errors (RMSE)
compared to fine-grained ODE solutions as the evaluation metric:

MRE =
1

N

N∑
i=1

|ũi − ui|
|ui|

, and RMSE =

√√√√ 1

N

N∑
i=1

∥ũi − ui∥2 (8)

where ũi is the predicted ODE solution for the i-th equation. For FMint, it can be computed via
ũi
k = ûi

k + êrri. ûi
k is the coarse solution of the i-th equation, and êrri is the model output by FMint.

4.2 In-distribution performance

Here we evaluate FMint on the test split of the pretraining dataset. This contains ODEs from the same
ODE families with the same parameter range, but have different random parameters within the range
and different initial conditions. MRE and RMSE results are shown in Table 3 for all in-distribution

6



0 10 20 30 40 50
time

15.01

20.63

26.25

31.87

va
lu

e

fine-grained ode
coarse-grained ode
FMint ode

0 10 20 30 40 50
time

1.561

3.434

5.307

7.181

va
lu

e

fine-grained ode
coarse-grained ode
FMint ode

(a) (b)

Figure 2: (a). Visualization of the output of FMint for Lotka-Volterra (2D) in comparison to the
ground truth fine-grained solutions and coarse solutions. (b). Normalized runtime for Lotka-Volterra
of reference solution (RK4-FINE) obtained by using RK4 with step size 5e-3, coarse solution (RK4-
COARSE) is simulated with using RK4 with time step 1 and FMint.

ODE families. Compared to the initialized coarse solutions, FMint is able to improve the accuracy of
simulation with at least two order of magnitude using both metrics for all six families.

FMint in general outperforms all other baselines except for Pendulum gravity where NeurVec has
slightly better precision. Noticeably that we outperform task specific baselines Neural ODE for all
ODE families and NeurVec for five out of six ODE families. This shows the benefit and possibility
of training a multifaceted neural network for physical systems rather than specialized ones for each
example. Conditioning on the initialization of coarse solutions, FMint outperforms ICON-LM on
all examples using both metrics, mostly by one order of magnitude. This illustrates the importance
of utilizing results from human-designed algorithms that provide information of essential physics.
As an illustration, we visualize the output of FMint on example of Lotka-Volterra in Figure 2a and
include the visualization of the rest examples in Appendix A.4

In addition, we display the runtime of FMint in comparison with fine solution generation using
RK4. The test is conducted on Lotka-Volterra system with 500 equations and we report the result in
Figure 2b. To display the runtime better, we use the runtime for obtaining coarse solutions using RK4
as one unit. FMint is able to attain results with comparable accuracy to the fine solutions (RK-FINE)
using less than 20% of its time.

Table 3: Comparison with baselines for in-distribution ODEs via MRE and RMSE (lower is better).
Both MRE and RMSE are averaged over 500 ODEs with different parameters and initial conditions
from the same family. Number of demos is five during inference stage.

MRE RMSE

ODEs FMint Coarse
sol.

ICON-
LM

Neural
ODE

NeurVec FMint Coarse
sol.

ICON-
LM

Neural
ODE

NeurVec

Damped Osci. 3.70e-2 1.93 1.06 5.87e-1 5.50e-1 1.20e-2 2.39 2.18e-1 3.77e-1 1.20e-1
Falling object 8.39e-5 3.63e-2 1.22e-3 5.29e-4 4.57e-3 7.68e-3 3.76 3.14e-1 4.29e-2 2.65e-1
Fitzhugh Nagumo 3.50e-3 1.80e-1 1.03e-1 2.77e-2 2.84e-2 4.10e-3 1.03e-1 3.08e-1 1.04e-1 5.61e-2
Law cooling 3.32e-4 2.37e-2 1.90e-3 1.08e-2 1.12e-2 1.45e-2 1.31 1.28e-1 5.52e-1 4.70e-1
Lotka-Volterra 2.38e-3 3.71e-1 8.16e-3 3.81e-2 4.29e-3 8.60e-3 1.54 6.65e-2 5.58e-1 4.36e-2
Pendulum gravity 6.76e-2 3.08 4.87e-1 2.22e-1 3.33e-2 1.3e-3 9.89e-2 1.23e-2 2.61e-2 1.09e-3

4.3 Out-of-distribution

Unseen ODE families. We use exponential decay (1D) and driven damped pendulum (2D) as our
unseen ODE families. We evaluate the transfer performance of FMint using training trajectories of
size N ∈ {0, 1000, 5000, 10000} for each example. For N = 0, we directly assess FMint without
updating any model parameter and hence reflects the transfer performance under zero-shot setting.
For N ∈ {1000, 5000, 10000}, we fine-tune the model for 500 iterations on the new training data
of size N and report the RMSE on the test examples. As a comparison, RMSEs are computed for
NeurVec and Neural ODE using training set of size 50K.
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Figure 3: We compare the simulation results by FMint and NeurVec on a driven damped pendulum.
FMint shows superior accuracy on this non-autonomous system, even when pre-trained only on
autonomous systems, while NeurVec fails to provide correct simulation.

The results are shown in Table 4. For both ODE families, the prediction error of FMint decreases as
the training sample size increases. Even the error for zero-shot results are better than that of NeurVec
and Neural ODE. FMint demonstrates superior generalization ability; unlike the autonomous systems
in the training dataset, the driven damped pendulum is a non-autonomous dynamical system, which
poses a significant simulation challenge. As shown in Figure 3, NeurVec and Neural ODE fail to
simulate such non-autonomous dynamical systems. However, FMint still achieves superior accuracy,
thanks to its innovative input token design and the in-context learning scheme. This demonstrates
that FMint has great potential for large-scale simulations in many real-world scenarios where data
collection are expensive and training from scratch are almost impossible.

Unseen coefficients range. We also consider ODEs from the same families in the training set but
with different range of coefficients to test the generalization ability of FMint. We choose the damped
harmonic oscillator system with ζ ∼ Uniform(0.02, 0.04) and ω ∼ Uniform(7.5, 12.5) as our test
examples. In the training data, we used ζ ∼ Uniform(0.01, 0.02) and ω ∼ Uniform(5, 10). The
modified system is more challenging due to the higher frequency oscillations. The results are shown
in the last column of Table 4. The zero-shot performance of our model remains competitive with
NeurVec and Neural ODE trained on 50,000 ODEs. Furthermore, when fine-tuned with more training
data, the accuracy of FMint further improves. This demonstrates the robust generalization capability
of our model to even more challenging out-of-distribution systems.

Table 4: Zero- and few-shot transfer performance of FMint on unseen ODEs and unseen coefficients
in RMSE. Our zero-shot results outperform NeurVec and Neural ODE trained from scratch.

Unseen ODE Unseen coeffs

Method # Samples Expo Decay Driven damped Damped Osci.

FMint 0 1.58 4.04e-2 5.55e-1
1000 1.42 8.84e-3 2.64e-1
5000 1.39 8.65e-3 2.61e-1
10000 1.38 8.19e-3 2.38e-1

NeurVec 50000 2.43 3.29e-1 4.33e-1
Neural ODE 50000 2.07 2.08e-1 4.72e-1

Unseen strides. We show here the zero-shot performance of our pre-trained model on test data
generated with smaller or larger strides k without further training. This examines how adaptable
FMint is to handle realistic circumstances in which the coarse solution simulation varies during
inference stage. The strides for each ODE families used for training are shown in Table 2. For
consistency over various families, we generate test examples with new stride values proportional to
the training strides: αk, α = {0.75, 1.5}.

Table 5 reports the improvement on the accuracy of simulation through MRE and RMSE of FMint
and coarse solutions. When tested on examples with smaller stride values with α = 0.75, FMint
is able to decrease the error by one order of magnitude for ODEs except for the damped oscillator
and pendulum gravity. For initialization generated with larger strides α = 1.5, FMint improves the
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Table 5: MRE and RMSE of FMint under unseen strides.
MRE RMSE MRE RMSE

Name k FMint Coarse
sol.

FMint Coarse
sol.

k FMint Coarse
sol.

FMint Coarse
sol.

Damped Osci. 75 1.01 3.04 6.84e-1 1.92 150 1.11 2.34 1.69 3.14
Falling object 15 4.09e-1 1.43 5.89e-1 2.77 30 1.58e-2 6.15e-2 1.23 5.57
Fitzhugh Nagumo 75 1.41e-2 4.19e-2 3.93e-2 1.02e-1 150 6.46e-2 2.49e-1 1.09e-1 1.86e-1
Law of cooling 7 5.72e-3 2.14e-2 2.69e-1 1.03 15 1.34e-2 3.83e-2 7.2e-1 2.06
Lotka-Volterra 150 9.49e-2 3.33e-1 3.48e-1 1.15 300 4.82e-1 1.59 7.11e-1 2.27
Pendulum gravity 15 1.90 5.03 2.64e-2 7.37e-2 30 6.38e-1 2.69 5.58e-2 1.50e-1

accuracy by an order of magnitude except for the damped oscillator and falling object. This may due
to the fact that in a damped oscillator, though oscillatory motion is preserved, the amplitude decreases
over time.

4.4 Ablation studies

We further conduct an ablation study to show that for in-distribution ODEs with different parameters,
one demo is enough for FMint to achieve the same level of accuracy as shown in Table 3 during
the inference stage. We show it by inspecting the impact of the number of demos on the accuracy
of FMint. We used five demos during training and here we compare the RMSE with respect to the
number of demos d ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4, 5}. The results are averaged over 500 test examples in each ODE
family and are shown in Figure 10.

5 Conclusion and discussions

In this paper, we presented FMint, a novel pre-trained model that speeds up large-scale simulations of
dynamical systems via error correction. Based on the architecture of decoder-only transformer, FMint
incorporates the in-context learning for a universal error corrector for ODEs from given prompted
sequences of coarse initialized solutions. It is pre-trained using a diverse set of ODE families in one
to two-dimensional space, with various coefficients and initial conditions.

We show that FMint achieves a significant improvement in accuracy over state-of-the-art dynamical
system simulators and accelerates traditional integration schemes. In comparison to direct ODE
solvers, we recognize the importance of integrating the strengths of human-designed algorithms and
data-driven methods for the simulation of dynamical systems. Furthermore, despite being pre-trained
on autonomous dynamical systems, FMint generalizes to non-autonomous systems, a feat where
both Neural ODE and NeurVec models fall short. This is likely because the design of the key-value
token pairs, wherein the key encodes the temporal information of the coarse solutions. The in-context
learning scheme then enables it to effectively interpolate to arbitrary time points, enhancing its
versatility in handling temporal dynamics.

Currently, FMint can only handle 1D and 2D ODE systems while in real-life situations, high-
dimensional ODEs are prevalent. However, it is straightforward to adapt it for higher-order systems
by adjusting the token length, albeit at the expense of increased computational cost. As we continue
to develop and refine FMint, future research will focus on expanding its applicability to even more
complex systems and exploring the potential synergies with other machine learning techniques.
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A Appendix

A.1 Details of ODE families in training and testing data

1. Decay equation. We consider a first-order linear ODE of exponential decay processes

dN

dt
= −λN,

where N is the quantity that changes over time, and λ ∼ Uniform(0.2, 0.5) is the rate of
decay.

2. Newton’s Law of Cooling. It describes how the temperature T of an object changes towards
the environment temperature Tenv ∼ Uniform(15, 25) over time, and k ∼ Uniform(0.1, 0.5)
is the cooling rate coefficient:

dT

dt
= −k(T − Tenv),

3. Lotka-Volterra system. It is a pair of first-order, nonlinear differential equations used to
describe the dynamics of biological systems

dx

dt
= αx− βxy,

dy

dt
= δxy − γy,

where x is the number of prey, y is the number of predator, α ∼ Uniform(0.1, 0.2) is the
natural growing rate of prey in the absense of predators, β ∼ Uniform(0.04, 0.06) is the
natural dying rate of prey due to predation, γ ∼ Uniform(0.6, 0.7) is the natural dying
rate of predators in the absence of prey, and δ ∼ Uniform(0.03, 0.04) is the rate at which
predators increase by consuming prey.

4. Damped harmonic oscillator. This equation is fundamental in physics and engineering for
describing systems that exhibit oscillatory behavior with damping

d2x

dt2
− 2ζω

dx

dt
+ ω2x = 0,

where x represents the state of system, ζ ∼ Uniform(0.01, 0.02) is the damping ratio, and
ω ∼ Uniform(5, 10) is the natural frequency of the undamped system.

5. Driven damped pendulum. This is a classic problem in the study of dynamical systems
and chaotic behavior, particularly under the influence of non-linear restoring forces and
external driving forces. It is written as:

d2θ

dt2
+ b

dθ

dt
+ c sin(θ) = A cos(ωt),

where θ represents the angular displacement from the vertical, b ∼ Uniform(0.1, 0.2) is the
damping coefficient, c ∼ Uniform(1.0, 2.0) is the gravitational constant times the length
of the pendulum, A ∼ Uniform(0.1, 0.2) is the amplitude, ω ∼ Uniform(0.5, 1.5) is the
angular frequency of the drive.

6. FitzHugh-Nagumo. The FitzHugh-Nagumo model describes neuronal electrical activity. As
a two-dimensional dynamical system, it effectively captures key characteristics of excitable
systems, including neurons’ capability to generate action potentials or spikes. The equations
are as follows: 

dv

dt
= v − v3

3
− w + I,

dw

dt
= ϵ(v + a− bw),

where v represents the membrane potential of the neuron, w is the recovery variable, and I ∼
Uniform(0.5, 1.5) is the external current. a ∼ Uniform(0.7, 1.0) and b ∼ Uniform(0.7, 1.0)
are parameters that shape the nullclines of the system, and ϵ ∼ Uniform(0.01, 0.05) sets the
timescale of w relative to v.
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7. Falling object. This equation describes the dynamics of the falling object with air resistance.

d2x

dt2
= g − c

dx

dt
,

where g represents the gravitational constant, and c ∼ Uniform(0.1, 1.0) is the coefficient
of drag.

8. Damped pendulum under gravity. This equation describes how the pendulum swings
under the influence of gravity and damping:

d2x

dt2
= −g

l
sin(x)− b

dx

dt
,

where g represents the gravitational constant, and l ∼ Uniform(1.0, 2.0) is the length of
pendulum, and b ∼ Uniform(0.1, 0.5).

A.2 Neural ODE Implementation details

Neural ODE Architecture. The neural ODE model employed in our experiments consists of a fully
connected feedforward neural network with the following architecture:

• Input layer: The state dimension of the system (varies per system)
• Hidden layers: Two hidden layers, each with 1000 neurons and ReLU activation functions
• Output layer: The derivative of the state with respect to time (same dimension as the input

state)

The model is formally described as:

fθ(t, x) = ReLU(Linear(ReLU(Linear(x)))).

Neural ODE Training Details. We trained the neural ODE models on various dynamical systems
using fine time step data and evaluated them on coarse time step data. The specific training parameters
were as follows:

• Learning Rate: 0.001
• Optimizer: Adam
• Learning Rate Decay: StepLR with a decay factor of 0.5 every 20 epochs
• Batch Size: 500
• Number of Epochs: 100
• Loss Function: Mean Squared Error (MSE)

A.3 NeurVec Implementation details

NeurVec Model Architecture. The NeurVec model incorporates a multi-layer perceptron (MLP)
with a custom activation function, defined as follows:

• Input layer: The state dimension of the system
• Hidden layer: 1024 neurons with a custom rational activation function
• Output layer: The error correction term for the state update

The rational activation function is defined by:

f(x) =
a3x

3 + a2x
2 + a1x+ a0

b2x2 + b1x+ b0
,

where the parameters a0, a1, a2, a3, b0, b1, and b2 are learnable.

NeurVec Training Details. We trained the NeurVec model on coarse time step data derived from
various dynamical systems. The training parameters were as follows:
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• Learning Rate: 0.001
• Optimizer: Adam
• Learning Rate Decay: The learning rate decay for the NeurVec model follows a cosine

annealing schedule
• Batch Size: 500
• Number of Epochs: 100
• Loss Function: Mean Squared Error (MSE)

A.4 Visualization of FMint on in-distribution ODEs
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Figure 4: The predicted fine-grained ODE solutions and ground truth fine-grained ODE solutions for
damped harmonic oscillators.
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Figure 5: falling object
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Figure 6: Fitzhugh-Nagumo
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Figure 7: Newton’s law of cooling
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Figure 8: Lotka-Volterra equation

17



0 2 4 6 8 10
time

0.723

0.227

0.270

0.766

va
lu

e

fine-grained ode
coarse-grained ode
FMint ode

0 2 4 6 8 10
time

2.247

0.851

0.545

1.941

va
lu

e

fine-grained ode
coarse-grained ode
FMint ode

(a) ODE of pendulum gravity

0 2 4 6 8 10
time

0.2934

0.0856

0.1222

0.3300
ground truth error
predicted error

0 2 4 6 8 10
time

0.867

0.320

0.228

0.776
ground truth error
predicted error

(b) Error prediction of pendulum gravity

Figure 9: Pendulum gravity
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Figure 10: RMSE for six ODE families with respect to the number of demos during the inference
stage.
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